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The Race: The Illinois governor has demonstrated that he is a master of political maneuver and will 
probably emerge the victor in the November election — such is the view of many Washington observers. 
They cite, with admiration, the deftness with which Stevenson separated himself from Truman and “Tru- 
manism”, and manipulated the nearest thing to a draft in political history. His political expertness 
stands in contrast to the obvious inexperience of General Eisenhower. And, while some party scars 
remain after his nomination in Chicago, it is generally conceded here that the Democratic Party is in 
better condition than the Republican. 


A shift among the opinion formers is discernible. Since the General arose to political success in 
no small measure through the exertions of the press in his behalf, it is interesting to note that many of 
these erstwhile acolytes are presently moving over to the Stevenson altar. Thus, the New York Post, an 
early enthusiast for the General, has changed its mind, now finds his speeches “dreary” and comes out 
flatly for Stevenson. Other commentators have similarly cooled off on the subject of Eisenhower and 
are openly or covertly for Stevenson. (This situation was forecasted frequently by Taft supporters last 


spring. ) 


In view of Eisenhower hopes for winning the key state of New York, the Post’s stand commands 
attention. That paper is regarded as wielding great influence among the mass of Jewish voters. The 
negro vote, it is believed, has turned against Ike for his support of FEPC. The Liberal Party, which 
derives its strength from the garment workers in New York City is expected to support Stevenson. The 
Progressive Party, a fellow-traveller organization, will support neither Ike nor Stevenson. However, its 
vote falls short of 200,000. It is recalled that Wallace, as Progressive candidate in 1948, received 
500,000 New York ballots and thereby enabled Dewey to take the state’s electoral vote by a small margin. 


Veteran observers here take a dim view of Ike’s chances — unless he wages a “fighting campaign”. 
His brief, colorless comment on the nomination of Stevenson does not suggest such a campaign. But 
if he should lash out, the Democrats are believed to be ready for him with some lively rebuttals, based 
on records hitherto inaccessible to the public. 


GOP Split: From a well-placed and cool-headed professional observer in the Middle West we receive 
the following word: “I have just read your letter on the chances of healing the Republican rift. I think 
you minimize the bitterness of the rank and file of Republicans. Around here, I have never seen the like 
of it. In my opinion, the regular Republican is not going to take Dewey and Eisenhower, no matter if 
his opponent is a New Dealer. I think we are going to see an historic ‘walk’ by millions. A Democrat 
of high standing tells me that Eisenhower may reach a new peak of popularity by the end of September, 
and that from then on he will go down faster than a roller coaster. I doubt that he’ll reach that peak.” 


We hear that one mass magazine in New York, which had supported Ike, received a post-nomination 
mail in which the bitter letters of Taft supporters exceeded the enthusiastic letters of Ike supporters. 
The Chicago Daily News after the nomination of Eisenhower (which they had supported), saw fit to open 
its letter column to the disgusted expressions of pro-Taft readers. As for the Chicago Tribune, newsmen 
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recall that the McCormick paper once*before, in 1932, “sat out” a presidential campaign. Reading the 
Tribune editorial of July 27 leaves more than one reader with the feeling that the paper believes that 
it would be better for the American people if Stevenson were elected. 


Even if much of the above were discounted, we cannot dismiss so easily what we hear from Middle 
West party workers. One said to us: “Of course, I'll vote for Eisenhower. But nothing I can say like 
that has any effect on the rank and file. They say they won’t support the Presidential nominee — and 
that’s that. I guess I'll just work harder for the local candidates.” Such talk from party workers, any 
politico will recall, has usually, in the past, presaged.a “walk” in November. 


The South: After Chairman Sam Rayburn had nicely arranged matters, the Democratic Convention 
voted to allow Virginia delegates to be seated. Press and radio commentators described this as a victory 
for the South. Actually, it was the reverse — it was a defeat for the South. 


Not every Southern delegate went to Chicago in the hope that he or she would be expelled. But the 
fact is that those Southern leaders who had sought to create a real sectional policy in recent years cer- 
tainly hoped that the Convention would provide an excuse for a bolt. When the “loyalty” amendment 
was offered, these leaders obviously anticipated with pleasure that it would end in disbarment. They 
could, as a result, return to their states, say the Yankees had “thrown them out” and proceed to elect 
their own Southern candidate, on an independent ticket, somewhat as in 1948. Their separatist votes 
might then land the election in the House of Representatives, and they might emerge from it with at best 
a President, at least a much more satisfactory bargaining position. 


But the Administration, via Rayburn, slyly boxed them. In the end, the Southerners left the Con- 
vention — not covered with glory, as most of the press depicted, but a very dissatisfied bunch of people. 
As they left Chicago, Walter Trohan, writing in the Chicago Tribune, reported: “Southern cohorts were 
smoldering. Smathers said Russell had been a victim of a deal. ‘I don’t know where the hell we'll go’, 
said Governor Battle of Virginia. Governor Kennon of Louisiana and Governor Byrnes of South Caro- 
lina expressed similar sentiments. What action the South will take will come when delegations return 


home and measure Stevenson’s ‘liberal’ record against their hope and desires. The threat of a split 
was still in the air.” 


For those in Washington who know the political South, the reasons for this frustration are easy to 
see. Actually, all the South got out of the convention was the right to sit on the Convention floor. They 
also got a Northern New Dealer for presidential nominee, and a Southern New Dealer in second place. 
That is a long way from the convention of 1932, when they were given their favorite, Jack Garner. 


To bring out how far they failed, it is necessary to list the three matters on which they wanted satis- 
faction in Chicago. Senator Byrd stated them in his important speech in Selma, Alabama, last spring. 
They were: (1) elimination of any FEPC plank; (2) a states’ rights plank; (3) restoration of the two- 
thirds rule in conventions. (This is the rule which for a century enabled the Southerners to hold a veto 
over any candidate.) 


At Chicago last week, the South got none of these. The “civil rights” plank was actually as strong 
as that in 1948, although it contained no reference to FEPC by name. There was no apparent attempt to 
frame a states’ rights plank. And, so far as anyone could determine, there was no discussion of the 
restoration of the two-thirds rule. 


But what will they do? There is no certain indication. Four states have conventions in recess and 
a fifth is scheduled to hold its convention in September. Governor Byrnes, tight-lipped, simply said 
(July 28) that his state’s convention will decide what course is to be taken, and Governor Kennon of 
Louisiana said there was “considerable uncertainty” as to whether the South would support the Demo- 
cratic candidacy. Among Mississippi leaders, some advocate election of Eisenhower, but others endorse 


Stevenson. Neither course is exactly to Mississippi's taste. 




















The recessing of conventions was designed, well..in advance to take care’ of dissatisfaction. with. the 
Convention. No observer cares to forecast what.the Southerners will, do. - But many speculate that the 
South, noting the desire of the Ike forces to break into the South, as well as the furious efforts. of the 
Administration to keep them in the party, will be tempted to exploit its balance of power. 


Adlai the Articulate: When the Governor took the Democratic meeting by :storm, he. inspired) such 
adjectives as “humble”, “deprecating”’; “‘retiring”, “modest” — but not the adjective “articulate”. Yet 
that is the one frequently used here in Washington by those who knew him during his term in, the State 
Department, especially in 1945. He was then found likeable, well-briefed, approachable and quite will- 
ing to talk at length to describe some of the State Department’s contortions at the time. He was eloquent 
on the subject of the then new contraption, the United Nations. Those who talked to him found him 
clever and very communicative, to an extent which reminded them of the nothing-if-not-articulate Dean 
Acheson. 


But here a distinction must be made. Adlai liked Alger Hiss, and so did Dean. (Adlai’s apologia for 
his liking Alger — now hastily disseminated by the Democratic National Committee — is clever, yet for us, 
unconvincing.) But, because both Dean and Adlai liked Alger and turned not their backs to him, it does 
not signify that Dean and Adlai bear any such enduring affection for each other. We must report a belief 
here in Washington that Adlai was no friend or admirer of Dean. And so — whatever the reason for 
his coolness towards the present Secretary of State — people here are convinced that under no circum- 
stances would Stevenson, if elected, retain the services of Acheson. 


Indeed, Adlai may be saving an important — and popular — announcement for the campaign: 
that he will not, if elected, keep Acheson. Should that be so, the Democratic nominee would put his 
Republican opponent considerably on the spot. For, despite much needling in the primary campaign, 
Eisenhower managed to conceal his opinion of the Secretary of State. One newsie at Chicago told us 
that no less than three questions concerning Acheson were directed in one interview at the General, but 


he evaded all of them. Who was it that predicted a “fighting campaign”? 


Air Force in Korea: While politicians maneuver, dissemble, connive, our heroic aviators do the best 
they can with inadequate and outdated materiel in Korea. We quote from a letter written by an officer: 


“I wrote you before that if night fighters ever started hitting us the B-29 was through. Well, it has 
happened! Things went quite smoothly for a long time — a few ships hit by flak once in a while, but 
nothing serious. Recently things have started popping. One night we lost three bombers out of eleven. 
One had a direct flak hit in the bomb bay. The ship exploded, killing all aboard, including a group 


commanding officer. The other two were downed by fighters, one destroyed over North Korea, the other 
managing to limp into South Korea. 


“The flak has suddenly become more intense and accurate and every night fighters are encountered. 
Most of the fighters have only made non-firing passes, but occasionally one opens up. Some of our boys 
have exchanged fire with them, but we are in reciprocating engines vs. jets. Also we have .50 calibres 
(machine guns) and they are using 37 mm. and 23 mm. (cannon) that are explosive. One hit of theirs 
can do major damage, while our fighters have to put a lot of holes in a ship before damaging it seriously. 


“The question resolves itself into ‘what are we going to do?’ If the losses become too heavy, some- 
thing has to be done. We don’t have the stuff to adequately do the job. Even our jet 45 bombers we 


have here as reconnaissance can’t compete with a MIG. We don’t have an air force equipped for a 
modern war. A 93 wing air force equipped with piston engines isn’t worth the paper it is written on 
against a jet air force. Our jets are inadequate except for the F-86. The F-84’s that we are sending to 
Europe as our ‘first line of defense’ can’t come near an F-86 and especially a MIG. The F-84’s have 


fighter cover in Korea! Imagine our first line fighters having to have fighters to protect them from the 











enemy! Our production of F-86’s just equals our combat attrition, so there are none for new wings in 
the states. So what happens? The President and Congress cut back production! Maybe you can 
explain it.” 


War and Peace: There is general agreement that neither candidate will debate the matter of foreign 
policy. Karl von Weigand, dean of American foreign correspondents, finds that both candidates fail to 
understand the basic world situation. Writing from Rome to the Hearst newspapers, last Sunday, that 
writer says: “Both Republican and Democratic candidates promise to make world peace their chief aim 
if elected President of the United States and at the same time assume the role of ‘world leader’. Both 
candidates believe in the theory that ‘war’ can be ‘scared’ or ‘frightened’ into ‘peace’ with stupendous 
war preparations. History does not support that theory.” 


Both candidates were supporters of the Roosevelt and Truman foreign policies. Mr. von Weigand 
goes on to remark: “What does not seem to get into the heads of the usually so practical-minded Ameri- 
can people is that the present grave situation is, after all, only the after effects of preceding causes, and 
that these causes in the main were the policies of America under Roosevelt and Truman. . . . Since the 
end of World War II seven years ago, the Western World has been plagued by amateur peace-seekers 
and peace-makers — and they are still with us. The proven incapacity and inability of governments to 
make peace after wars end and to seize the psychological moment to make it — has become a character- 
istic of this epoch of history. The theory that to let an armistice drift on for years makes eventual peace- 
making easier has been just another delusion. If war between America and Soviet Russia should come, 
it will be largely because of the negative peace-making policy of America in that seven-year period and 
in not making peace with Germany when it was best possible.” 


Von Weigand reports that Professor Hans von Hentig of Bonn University in his new book, Der 
Friedensshluss, calls the “concluding of peace” a “lost art”. The author reviews the peace-makers and 
the spirit and technique of past centuries with the peace-making amateurs of today and their technique. 


New Textbook: Our schools will soon be offered a new textbook “which takes a pro-American view: 
point of the nation’s economy and attacks socialism and communism as twin paths of tyranny”’, accord- 
ing to Frank Hughes writing in the Chicago Tribune on July 17. 


The book, which has just been announced, is Understanding Our Free Economy by Fred R. Fairchild, 
Knox Professor emeritus of economy, Yale University, and Thomas J. Shelly, economics teachers in 
Yonkers (N.Y.) high school. (New York: D. Van Nostrand Co.) As Hughes explains it, the book is a 
preliminary answer to the complaints of thousands of parents and taxpayers of the country who have 
been charging that public high schools have been teaching socialism and communism in textbooks written 
from the collectivist point of view. “Ever since the New Deal Administration took office twenty years 
ago’, says Hughes, “basic high school textbooks in social science, without serious exception, have been 
sympathetic toward New Deal doctrines and, in most cases, have contained outright indorsements of socialist 
and communist economic principles.” 


According to Hughes, the Fairchild-Shelly work is the first basic high school textbook of the last two 
decades which gives a real account of the failure and socialistic menace of the famous Tennessee Valley 
Authority. All others have dealt with this “experiment” in favorable terms. Additionally, reports Hughes, 
socialism, fascism and communism are “accurately portrayed” and the student is shewn “how all these 
ideologies are destructive of freedom as Americans know it”. The final chapter on “supergovernment, 
taxation and inflation shows how adoption of the Keynesian theory of compensatory spending, gigantic 
public debt and confiscatory income taxation has created inflation.” 
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ISLANDS OF FREEDOM 
By EpNA LONIGAN 





UMAN EVENTS raised the question, at the time of MacArthur’s return from Tokio, 

whether an aroused and angry people, without propaganda and organization, could 
defeat the machine. Chicago is the answer. 

There is real danger that the public, shocked by the evidence of its own eyes, will 
say ‘‘a plague o’ both their houses”, and stay home Election Day. This only leaves to 
the machine complete and unchallenged control. 

Discouragement over political parties and representative government in this country 
today is too ominously like the discouragement with Parliamentary government in Italy 
in 1920 or in Germany in 1930. We know now where that leads. The American people 
cannot give up the fight. 

What is the machine with which we must contend if government by the people is 
not to perish from the earth? 

Behind the mechanics of the two-party contest, the American people saw, with sure 
insight, that they were engaged in a struggle with a new kind of government, something 
wholly destructive of our Constitution. 

This new government is One Party Government, or “democratic centralism”, as the 
Communists call it. In One Party Government, the executive power or those who control 
it become all-powerful; and all opposition — political, economic or cultural — is impotent. 
It is called democratic because the masses are flattered or bribed or cajoled into giving 
their vote to their leaders, without resort to force. 

This trend to monolithic government is world-wide. It rests on technical inventions 
no one planned. Every invention of our time — electricity, radio, television, airplanes — 
lends itself to the central control tower. The new State rests on the new technology as 
truly as Elizabethan free enterprise rested on the decentralizing effect of the compass and 
the improvements in ship design. 

Since 1933, the political system of the United States has been slowly but steadily 
transformed into one closely resembling One Party Government. This is obvious — but 
not generally recognized. The Roosevelt Revolution provided the means. It gave the 
executive all the gold in the country and the depression-acquired right to expand credit 
without limit by using government debt as a “security” for bank loans. The Presidency 
acquired the power to make its own laws, and it built an energetic, militant army to 
carry Out its aims; that is, an expanding Federal bureaucracy, and the satellite agencies 
attached to it by hook and line. 
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N A LITTLE NOTICED BOOK Called The State, Emil Lederer described the objective of 


the new totalitarianism. Its aim is to pulverize all institutions except the State, to 


take into captivity or reduce to rubble, all firms, all universities, all communities in 
which people can decide for themselves. The masses, left without leaders or channels 
of communication, become a formless mob, incapable of dissent. Centralized propaganda 
going out over the air waves from the center conditions everyone in the nation to 
obedience. Radio and television open every avenue of people’s minds to central domi- 
nation, as the cutting of the broad avenues through the slums of Paris opened every 
corner of the city to control of the imperial artillery. 

Like a cancer, One Party Government in the United States moved ruthlessly to 
extend its power deep into the whole society. It took over most (but not quite all) of 
the Federal executive. It reached for the courts. It penetrated into Congress, into press, 
radio and television, the schools and colleges and hospitals. It moved in upon all pro- 
ducers — farmers, labor, industrialists, investors. It worked quietly to guide both poli- 
tical parties. These are not separate facts but a single inexorable process. 

This One Party Government is not managed by the Democratic Party. It is managed 
by a small, able, self-appointed group of ambitious men. Anyone can join. The door 
is wide open. He need only be more ruthless than the man above him. There is a 
fascinating story in the struggle for power within the elite or palace guard which con- 
forms perfectly to Hayek’s rule that the worst inevitably get on top. But our concern 
here is with another point. 

The power to govern is the power to punish. Every government must have the 
power to punish criminals. All ruling groups have an innate tendency to punish as 
criminals or enemies of society those who disagree with them or challenge their power. 

Only the English-speaking people learned how to bar their rulers from punishing 
their critics in the name of the public good. That is what Magna Charta, the Stuart 
rebellion, and the American War for Independence were about. The British crown was 
forbidden to punish people by arresting them on its own say-so, detaining them in jail 
without trial, or trying them by its judges, except with a verdict by the people out of 
office (the jury). 


The two-party method of debate and referendum is possible only under one condi- 


tion — the government must not be strong enough to punish its opponents. No people 
can turn the party in power out of office by peaceful means unless the leaders of the 
Opposition are protected against reprisals by those who want to stay in office. 

Our Bill of Rights, the first ten amendments, was designed to prevent the govern- 
ment — even the new American government — from denying to its opponents the right 
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to meet, to publish, to criticize, and to organize politically, or from punishing those who 
opposed it by arbitrary search, arrest, or punishment. Only behind this shield against 
punishment can the opponents of a government organize legally and form an opposi- 
tion party. Only with it can the citizens be strong enough to raise a government or 
pull it down — except by open rebellion. 


N° ONE can possibly understand the change in American government unless he sees 
how ingeniously the ruling group has restored all the old established methods by 
which arbitrary government punishes its opponents. In place of censorship we have 
smearing. In place of Star Chamber courts, we have income tax courts. In place of 
arbitrary seizure we have tax liens and administrative law. In place of denial of the 
right of assembly, we have seduction, bribery, and intimidation of the press and other 
means of communication. 

Our government can punish the opposition today as kings have always punished it, 
except that, in our time, money takes the place of soldiery. All government benefits — 
lest we forget — serve as bait on the hook. They draw the fish in close so he can be more 


easily netted. 


No opposition party or minority group (whether Republicans, Southern Democrats, 


or the lost Jeffersonian Democrats of the North) can defeat a ruling group holding 
the power to punish dissent. 


Historically the only opponent strong enough to restrain absolute executive power 
is the Parliament or Congress. | 

The answer to the One-Party Presidency is not a different President but a different 
Congress. Only Congress can take away from the one-party elite now entrenched in 
office the power to punish — as the “Parliament of Runneymede” limited King John’s 
power, or the Long Parliament took it from Charles I, or the Continental Congress 
took it from George III. 

The crucial struggle of 1952 is not over the Presidency but over the Congress. Only 
Congress can reestablish the conditions of representative government, and make it possible 
for the two party system to function again. The American people cannot leave the issues 
of the next four years to one toss of the electoral dice. In the Congressional elections 
they have 500 choices. The men they elect will speak for them again and again in the 
next four years, 

There is no question but what the Fair Deal cabal will give as much effort to getting 
control of Congress as of the Presidency. They are bitterly determined to eliminate 
“the class of 1946”, as they call the Republican Senators up for election this year. 








Benton has already served notice that the struggle in Congress is to the Fair Dealers every 
bit as important as the Presidency. 


There is no question but that the Communists and their followers in the “United 
Front” will also give fully as much attention to Congress as to the Presidency. They 
devised the strategy for attack on the “Do-Nothing” 80th Congress and have bitterly 
fought every Congressional campaign for years. 


H™ WE COME, however, to the question: What is Congress? What is ‘‘representative 
government?” Representative government is not central, but local. It came into 
existence because there were “islands” of free citizens, within the mass, unwilling to be 
subservient to the king, and strong enough or protected enough to say so. They might 
be cities, universities, nobles, clergy, any group which could protect itself against 
invasion by the central government. 


All the great gains for liberty have been “reaction”. Under King John’s attempt 
to modernize the government, the clergy, the nobles and the towns turned back to their 
local liberties. Runneymede was fought by men who had islands of free men behind 
them. Under King Charles’ attempt to go with the “trend of the times”, the Parlia- 
mentary leaders turned back to their local liberties, conscious again of islands of free 
men to support them. George III was trying to bring British commerce into line with 
the new “trends” from the Continent. The Americans reasserted their ancient liberty 
which had grown strong in their isolation. 


There is no strength in the “representatives” who come to Washington to set limits 
on the executive power except the strength of their communities back home. There is 
no strength to representative government except a local body of free voters, coming 
together in their own race, choosing a free man to speak for them, and standing with 
him against all attack. 


We have lost all the advantage of “islands” which grew up naturally where free 
men could defend themselves. The artificial grids which divide a state up into its con- 
gressional districts are a far cry from Oxford, or the city of London, or Boston in 1775. 
But our Senators still represent a sovereign community, and the people in each Con- 
gressional district had better begin to think of the district where they vote as a citadel 
behind which they can barricade themselves against the invading central forces. Against 
that reduction of all human society to the uniformity of the dust storm there is only 
one defense. 


A true Congress, a Congress which represents true “islands” of freedom, can be a 
shelter belt behind which a genuine two party system can reform, and against which 
the powers of One Party Government will beat in vain. 
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